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Washington Fentinel,

MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES VETOING
" WHE FRENCH SPOLIATION BILL,

T the House of Representatives :

T have received and carefully considered the
bill entitled ** An act 10 provide lor the ascertain-
meut of claims of American citizens for spolin-
tions committed by the French priorto the thirty-
first of Jaly, one thousand eight hundred and one,
wad, in the discharge of a duty imperatively en-
joined on me by the Constitution, I return the
same, with my objections, 10 the House of Rep-
resentatives, in which it originated.

In the organizution of the government of the
United Siates, the legislative and executive func:
tions were separated. and placed in distinet hands.

" Although the President is required, from time to
time, 10 recommend to the consideration of Con-
gress such measures as he shall judge necessary
wod expedient, his participation in the formal
business of legislation is limited 1o the single
duty, in & cerwin contingency, of demanding for
o bill a partculsr form ol vole, prescribed by the
Constitution, betore it can become a law. He is
a0l invested with power 10 defeat i_q;u!nlloa t!y
an absolute veto, but only to.restrain it, and is
charged with the duty, in case be disapproves a
measure, of invokiog a second, and a more delib-
esate and solemn consideration of it on ihe part
of Congress. It is not incumbent on the Presi
dent 10 sign a bill as a matter of course, and thus
merely 10 anthenticate the nction of Congress, for
he must exercise intelligent judgment, or be faith-
lu=s 10 1he trust reposed in him, I he approve a
bilt he shall sign it; buy if not, he shall return it,
with his objections, 1o that house in which it shall
have originated, (or such further action as the
Constitution demands, which is its enactment, if'
al all, aot by a bare numerical majority as in the
firat instance, but by a constitwiional wejority of
two thirds of bolh bouses.

While the Coastitution thus confers on the leg
islative bodies the cowmplete power of legislation
in ali cases, it proceeds, in Lhe spirit of justice, to
prov.de for the protection of the responsibility of
the President. [t does not compel bim 10 affix the
sigunature of approval to any bill unless it actually
Lave his approbation. for, while it requires him 10
sign il be approve, i, in my judgment, imposes
upon hith the duty of withholdiug his signature if
he do not approve, In the execulion of his offi-

States bave incurred lisbility to the claimants
cither by such acts us deprived them of their
property, or by baving actuslly wsken it for public
use without making just compensation for it,
The first branch of the proposition—that ou
which an equitable claim to be i nitied by the
United Stutes for losses sustained might rest—re-
quires at least a cursory examination of the history
of the transactions on which the elaims depend.
The first link, which 10 the chain of events arresis
attention, is the treaties of alliance and of amity
and commerce between the United States and
France, negotiated in 1775, By those tresiies,
peculinr privileges were secured 1o the armed
vessels of each of the contracting parties in the
poris of the other; the freedom of trade was
greatly enlarged ; and inutual obligations were in-
curred by each to guaraniee to the other their ter-
ritorial possessions in America.

In 1792-"3, when war broke out between France
and Great Britnin, the former claimed privileges
in American porte which our government did not
admit as deducible from the treaties of 1775, and
which it was held were in conflict with obliga-
tions 10 the other belligerent powers. The libe-
ral principle of one of the treaties referred to—
that free ships make free goods, aud that subsis-
tence and supplies were vot contraband of war,
unless destined 10 a blockaded port—was found,
in & commercial view, 10 operate disadvantage-
ously to France, as compared with her enemy,
Great Britain, the latter asserting, under the law
ot nations, the right to caplure, as contraband,
supplies when bouad (or an enemy's port.
nduced mainly, it is believed, by thess consid-
erations, the government of Franoe decreed, on
the Oth of Muy, 1783, the first year of the war, that
“the French people are no longer permitied to
fultil towards the neutral ‘powers in general the
vows they have so ofien manifested, and which
they constantly make for the fulland entire liberty
of commerce and navigation ;" and, as a counter
measure 10 the course of Great Britain, authorized
the seizure of neutral vessels bound o an enemy's
port, in like maoner as that was done by her great
maratime _rival, This decree was made to act
retruspectively, and 1o continue until the enemies
of France should desist from depredations on the
neutral vessels bound 1o the ports of France.
Then followed the embargo, by which our vessels
were detained in Rordeaux ; the seizure of British
goods on board of our ships and of the property
of American citizens, under the pretence that it
belonged to English subjects, and the imprison-
ment of American citizens captured on the high

Agrinst these infractions of existing treaties

cinl duty in th s respect. he is pol to perform 2
mere mechanical part, but is to deeide and act ac-
ding 1o ¢ ientious vonvictions of the right-
fulness or the wrongfulness of the p law
lo 8 matter as 1o which he is doubtful in his ewn
mind, he may well defer 1o the msjority of the two
Huuses. Iudividual m ol ther ive
Houees, owing 10 1he nature, variety, and amount
of busiress pending., must necessarily rely, for
their guideance in maoy, perhaps most cases, when
ihe maiters involved are not of popularinteresi,
upon the investigation of appropriate committees,
or, it may be, that of a single member, whose at-
tention bas been particularly directed 1o the sub-
ject. For similer reasons, but even 1o a greater
extent, from the number snd variety of subjects
dwly urged upon bis attention, the President nat-
uraily relies much upon the investigation had, and
the results arrived at, by the two Houses, and
hence those resulis, in Jarge classes of cases, con-
stitate the basis wpon which bis spproval rests
The President’s responsibility is 10 the whole peo-
ple of the United Siates; as that of a senator is Lo
the people of & particular Siate, that of a repre-
seniative 1o the people of a State or district; and
it may be safely nssumed that he will not resort to
Lhe clearly-detned and limited power of arresting
legislation, anll calling for reconsideration of auy
measure, except in obedieace 1o requirements of
duty, When, however., be entertaing a decisive
eod fixed conclusion, not merely of the unconsti-
tmnionality, bumt of the impropriely, or injustice in
cther respects, of any meunsuvre, if be declsre that
he approves it, be is ful=e to his oath, and he de-
liberately disregards his constitutional obliga-
tions. "

I cheertully recognize the weight of authority
which sitaches 10 the sction of & majority of the
two bouses. But in this case, as in some others
Lhe tramers of our Cosdtitution, lor wise consid-
ermtions of pubiie good, provided that nothing less
ihan & two-tbirds vote ol one or both of the houses
of Congress shall become effective 1o bind the co-
ordinste departments ol the government, the peo-
ple, and the several States. 1f there be moything
of seeming imdividiousness in the official right
thus con erred on the President, it is in r
ance only, lor ithe sawme right of approving or dis-
supprovisg a bill, according to each ome's own
judgment, is cooferred on every member of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives.

It is apparent, therefore, that the circumstances
must be extrsordinary which would induce the
President to withhold approval from a bill invoiv-
ing no vicistion of ke Constitotion. The amoum
of the claime proposed 10 be discharged by the buli

before me. the nature of Lhe transactions in whieh
those cinims are nlleged 1o have originated, the
Jength of time during which they have occupied
the ntiention of Congress and the country, present
such an exigency. Their birtory readers it im.
possible that a President who has paruicipated 1o
nny considerable degree in public affuirs could
Lave failed 10 form, respecting them, a decided
opinion, upon what he would deem satisfactory
grownds. Nevertheless, instead of resting on for-
mer opinions, it has ceemed (0 me proper toreview
and more carelully exaunne the whole subject, so
oy salisfeclonly 1o determine the nsture and ex-
lent ol my obligalions in the premises.

1 feel called upon, al the threshold, 10 notice an
nsseriion, often repeated, that the refusal of the
Tnited Siates 1o satisly these claims, in the man-
mer provided by the present bill, rests as a stain

n tué justice of our country. It it be #u, the im
%mmnu on the public honor is sggravated by the

consideration that the claims are coeval with the
present century, and it hes been a persistent
wrong duriug thet whole pericd of time. The sl
Jegation is, tuat private property has been taken
fur public use without jus! compensation, in vio
Iation ol express provision of the Comstitution;
end 1hat reparation has been wihbeld, and justice
denled, until the injured parties have for the most
part descended to the grave. But it is not to be
forgotten or overlooked, that those who repre.
sented the people, in different capacities, at the
time when the alleged obligations were incurred,
uwnd to whom the charge ol injustice slinches, ip
the fi'st instance, have also passed away, and
barne wilh thew ke specinl information which
conlrolled their decision, and. it may be well pre-
sumed, constituted the justification of their acts.

If, however, the charge in question be well
founded, alibough s admission would inscribe on
our history & page which we nmight desire mom
of all 1o obliterate, and alibough, if true, it must
punfolly disturb our confidence in the justice
end the high sense of moral and political re
wponsibility of those whose memories we bave
been teught 1o cherish with s0 nouch reverence
and regpect, #lill, we have only one course of se-
tion left 10 us, and that is, (0 make the most
prompt and ample reparation in our power, and
conwign the wrong, as far an may be, 10 forgetfu)-
Tes.

But no such heavy rentence of condemnation
should be lightly passed vpon the sagacions and
patriolic men who participeted in the iransuctions
cut of which these c'oims sre supposed 1o have
arcen and who. lrom their ample means of knowl.
edge of Lhe general subject in its minute details,
cn& from their oficial pusition, sre peculiarly re-
sponsible for whatever there is of wrong or injas
tice in the decisions of the government

The!rjultlﬂcul'lun consists in thm which consti-
tules the objection to 1he present bill—namely, the
ebscnce of sy indetitedness on the part of the
Uniie@ Sintes. The éharge of a denial of jostice
fa this case, and a consequent slain upon our na-
tional character, has not yet been endorsed by the
American pwople. But. if it were otherwise, this
bill, »o far from relieving the past, would only
siamp on the present & more deep and indelible
stigma. 1 admits the justice of the ¢laims, con-
cedes that payment has been weonglully with beld
Cr ity years, and then proposes, not 1o pay them,
but to eompound with the public creditors by
providing, that whether the claims shall be pre-
pented or nol. whether 1the sum appropriated
rhall pay moch or litile of w hwt shall be lound due,
ihe law itsell sball constiMie n perpetual bar 10 nil
juture demands, This is not, in my judgmeut, the
way 10 mone for wrongs, i they exist, nor 1o meét
subsinting obligations.

If new facis, not kpown or not aceeasible
duripg the ndministention of Mr, Jefferson, Mr
Madison, or Mr. Monroe, had since been brought
to light, or new sources of informaiion discovered,
this would greatly relieve the subject of embar-
rassment. Bot nothing of this oature has oc.
curred.

That those eminent statesmen had the best
means of arriving at a correct conelusion, no one
will deny. That they never recognized the al-
Jeged ohligation on the part of the government is
shown by the history of their respective sdmin-

jirations  Indeed, 1t stsnds, not as n matter of
controlting nothority, but ae a fact of history, that
ihesw claimes have never since our existences as a
pqtion been deemed by any President worthy of
récommendaiion to Congress.

Claime 1o payment oan rest only on the plea of
indebtedaess on the part of the government. This
requires 1kt it should be shown thet the United

and violations of our rights as a neutral power,
we complained and remonstrated. For the pro-
perty of our injured ci s we demanded that
due compensation should be made, and from 1793
10 1797 used every means, ordinary and extraordi-
aary, 10 obiain redress by negotiation. Inthe last-
mentioned yesr these eflorts were met Ly a refusal
10 receive a minister sent by our government with
special instructions to represent the amicable dis-
sition of the government and people of the
nited States, and their desire 1o remove jealousies
and [0 restore confidence by showing that the
complaints ageinst them were groundless. Fail.
ing in this, another attempt to adjust all differences
between the lwo republics were made in the form
of an extraordinary mission, composed of three
di~tinguished citizens, but the relusal to receive
was offensively repeated; and thos terminated
this last effort 1o preserve peace and restore kind
relations with our early friend and ally, W whom
a debt of gratitude was due which the American
people have never been willing to depreciate or
to forget. Years of negotiation had not only failed
to secure indemnity for our citizens and exenip-
tion from furtber depredation, but these lung-con-
tinued efforts had brought upon the government
the suspension of diplomatic intercourse with
Fraoce, and such indignities as 10 induce Presi-
dent Adams, in his messago of May 16, 1797, to
Congress, couvened in special session, to present
it a8 the particalar mstter for their consideration,
and to speak of it in terms of the highest indigna-
tion. Thenceforwnrd the action of our govern-
menl assumed a character which clearly indicates
that hope was no longer entertained from the ami-
catle teeling or justice of the government of
France; and bence the quent
were Lthose of force.
QOu the Sth of May, 1795, an act was passed for
the employmient of the nuvy of the United States
sgninst “armed vessels of the republic of France,”
and authorized their capture, if “found bovering
on the cosstof the United States for the purpose
of committing depredations on the vessels be'ong-
ing 1o the citizens thereo.” On the 15th of June,
1735, an act was passed prohibiting commercial
i s¢ with France, the. penalty of the
forfeiture of the vessels so employed. On the
Zth of June, the same year, an act to arm the
Werchiant marine Lo searches, caplure ag-
gressors, and recapture American vessels taken
by the French. On the 35th of June sawe year,
an act for the condemnation and sale of French
vessels captured by authorily of the sct of 25th of
May preceeding. On the 27th of July, same year,
an act abrogating the treaties and the conven-
tion which hud been concluded between the
United States and Fraoce, and declared “that the
same shall not henceforth be regarded as legally
obligatory on the goveanment or citizens of the
United Siates.” On the 9th of the same month an
Rel was which enlarged the limits of the
bosiilities then existing by authorizing our public
vessels 10 eapture nrmed vessels of France where-
ever found upon the high seas, and conferred
power on the President 1o issne cowmissions Lo
priviie armed vessels 10 engage in like service.
These acts, though short of a declaration of war,
which would put all the citizens of each country
m hostility wity those of the other, were neve-
theless actunal war, partial in its application, mari-
time in its character, but which required the ex-
penditure of much of our public treasure, and
much of the blood of our patrictic citizens who,
in vessels but little suited 10 the purporses of war,
went forth 10 battle on the high sess for the rights
and security of their fellow-citizens, and 1o repel
| indigaitiea offered 10 the national honor.

it isnot then, because of any failure to use all
svailable means, diplomatic and military. to ob-
tain reparation that liability for private claims can
have been incurred by the United States; and it
there 18 any preience for soch liability, it must
flow from the action, not from the neglect, of the
United States. The first complaint on the part of
France was against the proclamation of Presi-
dent Wasbington, of April 22, 1763 At that
early period in the war which involved Austria,
Prussin, Sardinia, the United Nethurlands, and
Great Britnin on the one part, and France on the
other, the greal and wise man who was the
Chief Executive, ns he was and had been the
gusrdipn of our then infant republic, proelsimed
thet “the duty sod interest of the United
Siates require that they should, with sincerity
and good faith, adopt and pursue & conduct
triendly and impsrtial towards the belligerent
powers.” This attitude of neutrality, it was pre-
trnded, was in disregard of the obligations of
nlliance between the United Sintes and France.
And this, together with the ofien-renewed com-
plaint that the stipulations of the treaties of 1778
bad not been observed and executed by the
United States, formed the pretext for the series
ol outrages upon our government and ite citizans,
which finally drove us 1o seek redress and safety
by an appeal 1o force. The treaties of 1778, so
lon: the subject of French complaints, are now
uadersiood to be the foundstion upon which are
laid these claims of indemnity from the United
Siates for spolintions committed by the French
prior 1o 1500. The sct of our government which
avrogated not only the treaties of 1778, but also
the subsrquent consolar convention of 1758, has
siready been referred to, and it may be well here
10 inquire what the ree of France was in re
Intion thereto. By the decrees of Oth of May,
1793, 7th of July, 1796, and 24 of March, 1797, the
stipulations which were then and subsequently
most important 10 the United Siates were ren-
dered wholly inoperstive. The highly injurious
effects which these decrees are kuown 10 have
produced, show how vital were the provisions of
treaty which 1 violated, and mako manifest
the incontrovertible right of the United States to
declare, as the consequence of these acis of the
other contracting party, the treaties at an end.

The next step in this inquiry is, whether the act
declaring the treaties null n? void was ever re-
pealed, or whether by any other menns the trea-
ties were ever revived so as to be either the sub-
ject orthe source of nationsl obligation. The war
which has been described was terminated by ihe
treaty of Paris of 1500, and to that instrument it is
necessary to turn to find bow much of pre-exist-
ing obligations between the two governments ant-
livid the hostilities in which they had been en-
Fu‘cd. By the second articls of the treaty of 1800,
t was declared that the ministers plenipotentinry
of the two parties not being able to agree respeci-
inrliho treaties of allinnce, Imil%,ﬂln commerce
of 1778, and the convention of 1758, nor upon the
indemnities mutually due or claimed, the parties
will negotiate further on these subjects al & con

venient time, and until they shall have agreed up-
on these points, the said treaties and convention
shall have no operation.

When the treaty was submitted to the Senate
of the United Sinten the second article was dis-
ogreed 1o, and the treaty amended by striking ft
out, and inserting & provision 1hat the convention
then made should continue in force eight years
from the date of ratification, which convention
thus nmended, was accepted by the First Consul
pf Franos, with tbe addit

of his construction of the convention, to the effect
that by the retrenclhiment of the second article the
two States renounce Lhe respective prelensious
which were the object of the said article.

It will be perceived the | age ol the
secoud urticle, as .orig.:n y fra by the nego-
tiators, that they had found themselves unable 1o
adjust the controversies on which years of diplo-
T:“y .n:d of boull}il:‘u had been expended ; .t:g
that they were at ecompelled to pone
discussion of those questions to that ‘most indefi-
nite period, a “convenient time.” All then, of
these subjects which was revived by the conven-
tion was the right to renew, when it should be
couvenient to l&e parties, a discussion which had
already exhausted negotiation, involved the two
countries in a maritine war, and on which the
parties had approached no nearer to concurrence
than 1heg|weru when the mmmwn{ began.

The obligations of the treaties of 1775, and the
convention of 1755, were mutual, and estimated
to be equal. But, however onerous 1 may
have been to the United States; they had been ab-
rogated, und were not revived by the convention
ol 1500, but expressly spoken of us suspended
until an event which could only occur by the
pleasure of the United States, It seems ¢lear,

_then, that the United States were relieved of no

obligation to France by the retrenchment of the
cecond article of the convention; and it thereby
France was relieved of any valid claims agninst
her, the United States received no consideration
in return, and that if private property was taken
by the United States their own citizens, it
was not for public use  But it is here proper to
inquire whether the United States dicr relieve
France from valid cleims sgaiust ber on the part
of citizens of the United Siates, and did thus de-
prive them of their property.

The complaints and counter-complaints of the

two governments had n, that treaties were
violated, and that both public and individual rights
and interest had been sacrified. The correspon-
dence of our ministers engsged in negotiations,
both befuore and after the convention of 1800,
'uﬂh-.iemlf' proves how hopeless was the effort to
obtain full indemnity from France for injuries in-
theted on our commerce from 1793 10 1800 unless
it should be by an account in which the rivel pre-
tensions of the 1wo governments should each be
n::nowledged. and the balance struck berween
them. :
Itis supposable, and may be inferred from the
contemporaneous history as probable, that hed the
United States agreed in 1500 10 revive the treaties
of 1:79 and 1728 with the construction which
France had placed upon them, that the latier gov-
ernment would, on the other hand, bave ngreed to
make indemnity for those spoliations which were
committed under the pretext that the United
States were fuithless to the obligations of the alli-
ance between the two conntries.

Hence the conclusion thet the United Siates did
not sacrifice private rights or property to get rid
of pubiic obligations, but only refused io reas=ume
public obligations for the purpose of obtaining the
recognitign of the claims of American citizens on
the part of France,

All those claims which the French government
was willing 10 admit were carefully provided for
elsewhere in the convention, and the declaralion
ditional note, bad no otber application than to the
of the First Consul, which was appendedin his ad-
claims which had been mutually made by the gov-
ernments, but on which they had never approxi-
mated 10 an adjustment. In confirmation of the
fact that our government did not intend 10 cense
from the prosecution of the just claims of our
citizens aguinst France, reference is here made 10
the annval message of President Jefferson ot De-
cember 8, 1501, whith opens with expressions of
bis gratification at the restoration of peace among
sister nations, and after speaking of the assurances
received from all nations with whom we had prin-
cipnl relations, and of the confidence thus inspir-
J that our peace with them would not have been
disturbed if they had continued at war with each
other, he proceeds 10 say : ;

“ But u cessaiion of irregnlarities which bad af-
flicted the commeree of neuirs! nations, and of
the irritations and iojuries produced by them,
cannot but add to this confidence, and sirenghten
at the same time the hope that wrongs committed
on unoflending friends, under a pressure of cir-
cumstances, Will now be reviewed with eandor.
and will be considered as founding just claims of

by the state of war, or by the political action of the
two republies. . )
Ex®pt in 50 far as the whole couvention gues
1o establish the fact that the previous treaties
were admitted on both sides to be at uu end, nong
of the articles ure diuﬂlr waterisl 10 the present
question, save the following:

Arr. 11, “The ministers plenipotentiary of the
two parties not being able 10 agree at present re
a;evu'x the treaty of alliance of 6th February,
1778, the treat n! amily aad eommeree of the
same date, nnd the convention of the 14th No-
vember, 1758, nor upon the indemupities mutually
due ur claimed, the parties will negotiate further
on these subjects al o convenient time; and until
they may have agreed upon these points, the said
treaties and convention shall have no operation,
and the relations of the two countries shall be re-
gulated as follows:

Arr. V. “The debts contracted by one of the
two pasens with individuals of the other, or by
the individuals of one with the individuals of the
other, shall be paid, or the payment may be prose-
cuted in the same manner as if there had been no
misunderstanding between the two Siates. But
this clause shall not extend to indemities claimed
on account of captures or confiscations.”

On this convention being submitted to the Sen-
ate of the United Siates, they consented and ad-
vised 10 ns ratification with the following pro-

viso:

“Provided that the second article be expunged,
and that the following article be added or inserted:
It is agreed that the present conventi®n shall be
in force for the term of eight years from the time
of the exchange of ratifications.” o
The #pirit and purpose of this change aré appa-
;sul. h“d uum‘i lle. The mnven&izn,u igned

the res, ve plenipotentiavies, adjust
lﬁ the paizl.:t of controversy. Both nau?:i. how-
ever, desired the restoration of peace. Accord-
ingly, as to those maiters, in the relations of the
twe countries concerning which they could agree,
they did agree for the time being; and as to the
rest, concerning which they could not agree, they
suspended and postpened further negotiation.

hey abandoned no pretensions, they relin-
quished no right on either side, but simply ad-
journed the guestion until *a convenient time.”
Meanwhile, and until the arrival of such conve-
nient time, the relations of the 1wo countries
were 10 be regulated by the siipulations of the
convention,

Of course, the convention was on its face a
temporary and |pmvilionll one, bu} in the worst
poesible torm of prospective termindlion. It was
1o cease at a convenient lime. Bul how should
that convenient time be ascertained 7 It is plain
that such a stipulation. while professedly not dis-
posing of the present controversy, had within
itself the germ of a iresh one ; for the two govern-
ments might at any moment fall into dispute on
the question whether.that convenient time had or
had not arrived. The Senate of the United States
anticipated and prevented this question by the
only possible expedient—ihat }:11, the designation
of a precise date. This being done, the remaining
parts of the second article became superfluous
and useless ; for, ns all the provisions of the con-
veution would expire in eight years, it would
necessarily follow that negotistions must be re-
newed within that period ; more especially as the
operation of the ammendment which covered 1he
whole convention wasthat even the stipulation of
peace in the first article became temporary and
expired in eight years, whereas that article, and
that article alone, was permanent according to
the original tenor of the convention. o

The convention thus amended being submitted
to the First Consul, was mtified by him, aceompa-
uying his act of acceptance by the following declar-
atory note :

“ The government of the United States baving
added in its ratification that the convention should
be in force for the space of eight years, and baving
omitted the =econd article, the govesnment of the
French republic consents to accept, ratify and
confirm the sbove convention, with the addition
importing that the convention shall be in force for
the space of eight years, and with the retrench-
ment of the second article : Provided that by this
retrenchment the two States renounce the respec-
tive pretensions which are the object of the said
article.”

The convention, as thus ratified by the First
Consul, having been again submilted to the Sen-

retribution for the past and new assurances for
the future.” °

The zeal and diligence with which the claims of
our citizens against France were prosecuted ap-
pear in the diplomatic correspondevce of the three
years next succeeding the convention of 1500,
and the effect of these efforts is made manifest in
the convention of 1803, in which ion is
made for payment of a olass of cases, the consid-
eration of which France bad at qu.mq‘n
riods refused 1o entertain, and w are of
very class which it has been often ssstmed were
relensed by sirikiog out the second article of
the convention of 1500. This is shown by refer-
ence to the preambie, and 10 the fourth and fifth
articles of the convention of 1803, by which were
admitted among the debts due by France to eiti-
zens of the United States the amounts chargenble
for + prizes made M =ea in which the appeal has
been properly lodged within the time mentioned
in the said convention of the 30th of September,
1800," and this class was further defined 10 be
only * eajtures of which the council of prizes shall
have ordered restitution, it being well understood
that the claimant eannot have recourse to the
United States, otherwise than he mjght bave had
to the French republic, and ouly in ease of the in-
sufficiency of the captors.”

If. ns was affirmed on all hands, the convention
of 1503 was intended to close all questions be-
tween the government of France and the United
Siates, and iwenly millions of francs were set
apart as o sum which might exceed, but could not
fall short, of the debts due by France to the citi-
zens of the United States, how are we to recon-
cile the claim now presented with the estimatos
made by those who were of the time and imme-
diately connected with the events, and whose in-
telligence and integrity have in no small dggree
contributed to the character and prosperity of the
country in which we live? Isit rational to assume
that the claimaots, who now present themselves
for indemnity by the United States, represent
debts which would bave been admitted and paid
by France but for the intervention of the United
States? And is it possible 10 escape from the
effect of the volumi evid t ¥ toestab-
lith the fact that France resisted all thesa claims
—that it was only afier lorg and skilful negotia-
tion that the agents of the United Siates obtnined
the recognition of such of the claim» as were pro-
vided for in the conventions of 1500 and 15037
And is not this conclusive against any pretensions
of possible success on the part of the cleimants if
leit unaided to make their applications to France ;
that the only debis due to American citizens
which have been paid by France are those which
were nssumed by the United States as part of Ihe
consideration in the purchase of Louisiana?

There is little whieh is creditable either to the
Judgment or patriotism of those of our fellow.
citigens who'st this day arraign the justice, the
fidelity, or love of country of the men w ho founded
the republic, in representing them as baving bar.
tered awny the property of individuals 1o escape
from public obligations, and then 10 have with-
held from them just e::rrnmm. It has been
gratifying to me, in tracing the hisory of these
claims, 10 find that ample evidence exista 10 re-
fute an accusation which would impeach the pu
rity, the justice, and the magnanimity of the ilius.
trious men who guided and controlled the enrly
destinies of the republie.

1 pasa from this review of the history of the sub-
ject. and. omitting many substantial ohjections to
these claims, procred 10 examine somewhat more
closely the only grounds upon which they can by
possibility be maintaimed.

Before -entering on this, it may be proper 10
state distinctly certmn propositions which, it is
admitied on all hands, are essential to prove the
obligations of the government.

First. That at the date of the treaty of Septem-
ber 30, 1800, these claima were valid and subsist-
ing as agninst France

ond. That they were released or extinguished
by the United States in that treaty, and by the
manner of its ratification.

Third. That they were so released or extin-
guished for & consideration valuable 1o the gov-
ernment, but in which the claimants had no more
interest then any other citizens.

The convention between the French republie
and the United Siates of Amerien, migned ar Paris
on the 30ih day of Seprember, 1500, purports in
the preamble 1o be founded on the equal desire of
the First Consul (Napoleon Bonaparte) and the
President of the Unite® Biates 1o terminate the
differences which hwve arisen between the two
Biates. it declares, in the first place, that there
shall be firm, inviolable, nnd universal ce, and
u true and sincere friendship, between the French
republic and the United Siates. Next it proceeds,
in the second, third, fourth, and fifth arvicles, 1o
make provision in sundry respects, baving refer-
ence 10 past differences and the transition from
the state of war between the two conntries to that
of genernl and permanent peace. Finally, in the
reridue of the tweniy-seventh article, it stipulates
anew (he conditions of amity and inlercourse,
commercial and political, shereafier 10 exist, and,
of course, 10 be substituted in of the pre-
vious conditions of the treaties of alliance of
commerce, and the consular convention, which
are thus tacitly, but u recognised as

of a note explanatory |

5o longer in foroe, but fo effect ab , elther

ate of the United States, thint body resolved thar
“they considered the convention as fully ratified,”
and retorned the same to the President for pro-
mulgarion, and it was aceordingly promulgated in
the usual form by President Jefferson.

Now, it i= clear, that in simply resolving that
“they considered the convention as fully 1atified,”
the did in fact abstain from nny express
declarstion of dissent or assent 10 the comstruc-

the Firmt
Consul to his declaration of accepiance as foreign
subject, as nugatory, or as without conse-
quence or effect. Notwithstanding this proviso,
they considered the ratiication as full. If the new
proviso made any change in the previous import
of the convention, then it was not full. And in
considering it a full ratification, they in subsiance
deny that the proviso did in any respect change
the tenor of the convention.

Dy the second article, as it originally stood,
neither republic had relinquished ity existing
rights or pretensions either as to other previous
treaties, or the indemnities mutually doe or
claimed, but only deferred the consideration of
them to a convenient time. By the amendment
of the Sennte of the United Siates, that conve.
nient time, instead of being left indefinite, was fixed
at eight years; but no right or preteusion of either
party was surrendered or abandoned.

If the Senate erred in assuming that the proviso
added by the First Consnl did not affect the ques-
tion, then the trapsaction would amount to no-
thing more than to have raised a new question to
be !mpond of on resuming the negotintions—
namely. the question whether the proviso of the
First Consul did or did not modify or impnir the
effcot of the convention as it bad been ratified by
the Senate.

That such, and such only, was the true meanin
and effect of the transaction, that it was not, an
was not intended to be. a relinquishment by the
United States of any existing claim on France,
and especially that it was not an abandonment of
any claims of individual citizens, nor the set off of
these agninst any conceded national obligations to
France, is shown by the fact that President Jeffer.
von did at onee resume and prosecute 10 success-
ful conelusion negotistions to obtain from France
indemnification for the ciaims of citizens of the
United States existing st the date of that conven-
tion ; for on the 30th of April, 1503, three trenties
were concluded at Parig between the United
Sintes of America and the French republie, one
of which embraced the cession of Louisinna;
ancther stipulated for the payment of mixty mil-
lions of francs by the United States 10 France ;
and a third provided, that for the satisfaction of
sums due by France 1o citizens of the United
Siates at 1 conclusion of the convention of
September 30, 1800, and in express compliance
with the second and fifth articles thereof. a farther
sum of twenty millions of francs should be appro.
printed and paid by the United Simtes. In the

reamble to the first of these treaties, which ceded
uwisiana, it is set forih 1that—

“The President of the United States of Ameri-
ca and the First Consul of the French republic,
in the name of the French people, h-l;i‘l‘i! 10 re-
move all sourre of misunderstanding 1
objects of discassion mentioned in the recond and
fifth erticles of the convention of the eight Venae-
maire, an. 9, (30th September, 1800,) relative to the
rights clainied by the United States in virtue of the
treaty concluded at Madrid, the 27th of October.
1790, between his Catholic Majesty and the enid
United Siates, and wiliing to strenghthen the
union and friendship which at the time of the said
conveniion was happily re-established between
the two nations, have respectively named their

lenipotentinries,” who * have agreed to the fol
&'ing articles,”

Here is the most distinet and categorial decla-
ration of the two governments, that the matiers
of olaim in the second article of the convention
of 1500 had not been ceded away, relinquished, or
set off, but they were still _subsisting subjects of
demand against France. same declaration
appears in equally emphatic langunge in the third
of these treaties, beariog the same date—the pre-
amble of which recites that—

“The President of the United States of Ame-
rica and the First Consul of the French republic,
in the name of the French peorh. having by n
treaty of this date terminnted all difficulties rela-
tive 1o Louisiana, and blished on a solid foun-
dation the friendship which unites the two na-
tions, and hein, durronl. in complinnee with the
second and fifih articles of the convention of the
eighth Vendemaire, ninth year of the French re.
public (! eptember, | to secure the pay-
ment of the sums duoe rance 10 the citizgens
of the United Siates,” and * have appointed pleni-
potentiaries,” who agreed to the following among
other articles :

“ART. 1. The debta due by France to citi-
zena of the United Siates, contracted before the
Bth of Vendemaire. ninth year of the French re.
ublic (30 September, 1800,) shall be. puid nccord-
ng 1o the following regniatioms, with interest at
#ix per cent., to commence from the periods when
l'h u:wnt:md vouchers were presenied 1o the

renc vernment.

Axt. 11 “The detta provided for by the preced-
ng article are those whose result is comprised in
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the conjectural note (8) annexed 1o the
convention, aud which with the interest, cannot
exvved the cud of tovuty nullions of francs, The
eleims covprised ot ] note which fall
\ﬂthu this vaseption- o' Lthe followi Il‘lb!.l
shall not be wdwitied o the benefit ?(ﬁﬁl pro-
. 1v It
ir. AV, ©Ipis expressly agreed 1hat the

articles shall comprehend no mm
such as are due 1o citizens of the United States,
who have been and are yet creditors of France
for supplies, for embargoes, and prizes made at
sea, in which the appeal has been properly lodged
within the time meantioned in the suid conven-
:igund flh Veudemaire, niuth year, (30 September,

Arr, V. “The preceding articles shall
only—Ilst, 1o captures of which the council of
prizes shall have ordered restitution, ft being well
understood that the cluimant cannot bave recourse
1o the United Biates, otherwise than he might have
hg tlo the p&e&mt of the f‘r::ch republic, l:ﬂ
only in case ufliciency of the captors; 2d,
debts mentioned in the said fifth article of the con-
vention contracted befure the Sth Vendemaire, an.
9, (30 September, 1800,) the paymeut of which has
been-heretoiore claimed of the actual government
of France, and for which the credil.onﬁn aright
lo the protection of the United States; the said
fifth article does not comprehend prizes whose
condemnation has beea or shall be confirmed. It
is the express intention of the contracting parties
nol to extend the benefit of the present convention
to reclamations of American citizens who shall
have esiablishcd houses of commeree in France,
England, or other countries than the United
States, in partnership with foreigners, and who by
that reason, on the nature of their commerce,
ought to be regarded as domiciliated in the places
where such houses exist. All agreements aud
barlaiu concerning merchandise, which shall not
be the property of American citizens, are equally
excepted from the benefit of the said convention,
saving, however, to such persons their claims in
like manner as if this treaty had not been made.

Art. XIL “In case of claims for debts con-
tracted by the government of France with citizens
of the United States since the Sth Vendemaire,
ninth year, (30 September, 1800.) not being com-
prited in this convention, may be pursued, and the
mm demanded in the same manner as if it

not been made.”

Other articles of the treaty provide for the ap
pointment of agents to liquidate the claims in-
tended 10 be secured, and for the payment of them,
as allowed, at the treasury of the United States.
Thi‘ ;ollow!ng isthe concluding ¢lause of the tenth
article:

* The rejection of any elnim shall have no other
effect than 10 exempt the United States from the
payment of it, the French government reserving

apply

#o far us it concerns uself.”

Now, from the provisions of the treaties thus

collated, the following deauctions undeniably fol-
, namely :

_ First. Neither the second article of the conven-
tion of 1500, as it originally stood,nor the retrench-
ment of that article, nor the proviso in the ratifica-
tion r}y the First Consul, nor 1he action of the Sen-
ate of the United Siates thereon, was regarded by
either France or the United States as the renounce-
ment of any claims of American ciuzens against
France.

Second. On the contrary, in the treaties of 1503
the two governments took~up the question pre-
cisely where it was left on the day of the signa-
ture of that of 1800, without suggestion on the
part of France, that the claims of our vilizens were
excluded by the retrenchment of the second arti-
cle, or the note of the First Consul, and proceeded
to make ample provision for such as France could
be indaced to ‘admit were justly due, and they
were accordingly discharged in full, with interest,

rance.

. Third. The United States, not having admitted
in the convention of 1500 that they were under
any obligations to France by resson of the abro-
gation of the treaties of 1778 and 1788, persevered
in this view of the question by the tenor of the
ireaties of 1803, and therefore had no such na-

in purpose or in fact, &t any time underteke to dis-
charge themselves from any such obligation at
the expense and with the property of individual
citizens of the United States.

Fourth. By the treaties of 1503, the Uhited
States obtained from France the mkmwhdg-
ment and payment, as part of the indemnity
the cession of Louisiana, of claims of citizens of
the Uuited States for spoliation so far as France
would admit her liability in the premises; but,
even then the United iuudd not relinquish
any claim of American citizens not for

honor of

those treatite; so far from it, to
she reserved
any rejected

ce be it
10 hersell the right 10
claima of citizens of the United States. :

Fifih. As 1o claims of citisens of the United
States against Erance, which had been the sulject
of controversy between the two countries prior
to th®signature of tlie convention of 1500, and the
further consideration of which was reserved for a
more convenient time by the second article of that
convention ; for these claiws, and these only, pro-
vision was made in the treaties of 1803—all other
claims being expressly excluded by them from
their scope and purview,

It 15 not 1o be overlooked, though not necessary
to the conclusion. that by the convention between
France and the United States of the 4th of July,
1831, complete provision was made for the liqmi-
dation, discharge, and payment, on both sides, of
all claims of citizens of either against the other
for unlawful seizures, caplures, sequestrations,
or destructions of the vessels, cargoes, or other
property, without any limitation of time, so as in
terms to run back to the date of the last preceding
seltlement, at least to that of 1503, if not fo the
commencement of our national relations with
France.

The review of the successive treaties belween
France and the United States has brought my
mind to the undoubting conviction that wﬁila the
United States have in the most ample and the
completest manner discharged their duty towards
stuch of their citizens as Inll.! have been st any
time sggrieved by acts of the French government,
10, also, France has houorably discharged herself
of all obligations in the premises towards the
United States. To concede what this bill assum 5
would be to impute undeserved reproach Imh%
France and to the United Siates.

I am of course aware that the bill proposes only
to provide indemnification for such valid claims
of citizens of the United Siates agninst France as
shall not have been stipuiated for and embraced
in an{ of thedrenties enumerated, Bui in exclud-
ing all snch claime, it excludes all in fact for which
during the negotistions France could be uaded
o agree that she was in any wise liable 10 the
United States or our citizens. What remains ?
And for what is five millions appropriated? In
view of what has been said, there would seem to
be no ground on whioh to raise a liability of the
United States, unless it be the assumption that
the United States are to be considered the insurers
and the guarantor of all clnims, of whatever nature,
which any individual citizen may have against a

foreign nation.
FRANKLIN PIERCE.
Wasmxetow, February 17, 1855,

Supreme Court of the United States,
Moxpay, February 19, 1855,
John E. Ward, esq., of Georgia, and Thorn-
ton K. Lothrop, esq., of Massachusetts, were
admitted attorneys and counsellors of this

court.
No. 52. James Stevens vs. Royal Gladding,
etal. Appeal from the cirenit court of the

United States for Rhode Island.

Mr. Justice Curtis delivered the opinion of
the court, reversing the decree of the circuit
court with costs, and remanding the cause with
directions to award a perpetual injunction as
prayed for in the bill, and for farther -
ings in conformily to the opinion of this court.

ilo. 73. Stephen J. Lewis's administratrix,
a 11}“1, re. Edward R, Bell, nssignee of J.

y jre

by Mr. Lawrence for the appellant.
No. 26. Henry R. W. Hill et al,
ve. Jos. Meek's administrators et al
This cause was submitted to the considera-
tion of the court on a printed argnment by
Mr. Benjamin, for the appellants, and by Mr,
Hurris, for the appellees.
No. 41. Jesse B. Thomas's administrators,
lpq_eﬂlnl. vs. Missouri Iron Company et al.
his cause was submitted to the considera-
tion of the court on the record and printed ar-
gument by Mr. Hill, for the appellees,
No. 72, John Charles Fremont appellant,
ve, The United States.
The argument of thia canse was commenced
‘ Jones, esq., for the appellant.
Adjourned till to-morrow at 11 o’clock.
Dr.

e ———
Pusey.—The E siate that at
the Iatd clection at Ox m.ﬂuh.
Dr. Pusey, the lesder of the Romanizing party,

was olected on the government board by s very
yote.

et 1;

1o itself the right 1o decide definitely on such elaim

Il.:y the United States in the stead and bebalf of

tional obligation 10 discharge, and did not, either

The argument of this cause was concluded | _
| safe refuge from southern condemnation.
appellants, |
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THE VETO MESSAGE.,

The French Spoliation bill, on which de-
pended the hopes and the interests of so many
of our people, is defeated. In justice to the
President, we lay before our readers the
reasons expressed in bis elaborate message for
thus neutralizing the action aud defeating the
wishes of a majority of both Houses of Con-
gress, As we have heretofore had occasion to
remark, the exercise of the veto power is unre-
stricted, and by the direct terms of the Consti-
tution is as absolutely enjoined upon the Pres-
ident in the event of his disapprobation of a
bill, as his sanction is required in the event of
his approval. The view taken by the Pres:
ident in his message in relation to this power
is sound, and the reasons which he adduces in
its support are able and conclusive.

But we regret that in the exercise of this
power, he has thus defeated a measure, which
as is well known to qur readers, we have de-
fended und spproved. The narrative con-
tained in the message, of our relations with
France subsequent to the treaty of 1778, and
prior to the treaty of 1800, does not strike us
as affecting at all the responsibility of the gov-
ernment for the spoliations committed by the
French npon our citizens. It is not our pur-
pose, however, to enter into an argnment upon

dead. The vote by which the bill was rejected
in the House on yesterday is decisive of its
fate. An attempt was made, as will be seen
by reference to our congressional report to in-
corporate the measure upon the civil and
diplomatic bill. Although in favor of its
passage originally, we are gratified to learn
that the proposition failed by a decided
vote. Such a scheme, if carried out, wonld
be a dangerous innovation, and in contra-
vention of the spirit of the Constitution.
Nothing would be ensier than by such a course
to defeat practically the whole power of execu-
tive interference. There are certain bills which
are essential to the very existence of the gov-
ernment. The civil and diplomatic bill is
such sn one. If, therefore, Congress should
incorporate with such a bill measures of the
most objectionable character to the President,
that officer would be subjected to the serious
pesponsibility of giving his_sanction to princi-
ples to which he was opposed, or by the exer-
cise of his veto to stop the wheels of Govern-
ment.

We will return to this subject in our next
issue.

NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN KNOW-
NOTHINGS—DO THEY AGREE.

But & few short months have elapsed since
Whigs and Whig papers, in every part of the
South, denounced in bitter and indignant terms
the abolition sympathies and proclivities of
their brethren of the Northern States. The
anti-Nebraska fever raged with terrific violence
in the non-slave holding States, and unprinci-
pled fusion was the order of the day. Northern
Whigs of every hue and stripe fraternally
fused into an affectionate union with the Abo-
litionists, Freesoijgrs and incendiaries. A loud
voice for repeal came up from the throats of
the Northern Whigs. Congress was flooded
with abolition petitions. The Senate and the
House were denounced with unméasured acri-
mony for passing the Nebraska bill. It was
proclaimed that all the elements and atoms of
abolitionism had united in a great crusade—
that Whigs and Abolitionists, saints aud sin-
ners, Freesoilers and Temperance men, Jews,
and Gentiles, Turks, and Christians had all
fused into & formidable alliance to sssail and
‘batter down the Sebastopol of slavery. There
was & mighty stir and a profound agitation.

The Whigs of the South became alarmed
They saw that they could not co-operate longer
with Northern Whigs, who gave such frightfal
sigos of unsoundness. In public and in pri-
vate the Bouthern Whigs lifted up their voices
in loud condemnation of their leprous brethren
of the North. They declared that they would
no longer affiliate with them. Among the
Presses that were the most prompt and violent
in their denunciations of the Northern Whigs,
were the Richmond Whig and the Petersburg
Intelligencer. We admired their candor and
commended their loyalty. We so expressed
ourselves. But what drew from us sincere ex-
pressions of admiration, excited at the North
an ill-disguised alarm. Scarce was the feeling
of the Bouthern Whigs made koown at the
North before open anti-slavery agitation ceased.
It ceased suddenly, and all men wondered at
the ominous silence. What was a roaring lion
became all at once a gentle lamb,

The secret of this sudden change from wrath
to meekness is easily explained.

There was an organization that allowed all
men whatever might be their opinions on slavery
to meet in harmony and mingle in love. It was
the Know-nothing organization, whose boast it is
that it “sinks the question of slavery.” North-
ern Whigs and northern Abolitionists saw at
8 glance that this organization afforded them a

With the instinctive sagacity that belongs to
the vicions, they saw that they could entrap
soathern Whigs into a reunign. For some
time they were mum on the subject of slavery.
The “ Order” spread. It spread like wild fire,
It extended Bouth and extended West. It was
trinmphantly proclaimed that it was o great
national party that would break down all other
parties and elect the next President,

Fanatics eannot stifle their electrie impulses,
secrets. Nor was it long befors the suppressed
burst forth with voleanic violence. They elect-

ed rank Abolitionists to high office, and in
public meetings ostentatiously declared the

elmslﬂuumFde&nnﬂKm

the subject. The measure for the present is’

They cannot long be silent. Thay cannot keep | gy

Abolitionism of the Northern Know-nothings | years.

nothingism. To prove this we cite a fow ovi-
dences:

The following are resolutions of a Know:
nothing convention recently held in Norfolk,
Connecticut:

“ Resolved, That in the present chaotic con-
dition of parties in Connecticut, the ouly star
above the horizon is the love of human liberty
and the abhorience of alavery, and that it is the
duty of auti-slavery wen to mi!y arouud the re-
publican party, as an organization which invites
the united action of the people on the one
transcending Jjuestion of Blave dominion which
now divides the Union.

% Whereas Roman Catholicism and slavery
being alike founded and supported on the basis
of ig;a:r:lnlga and tmum being, ll:'elrgg'::te,
natu es'in e against liberty
and enli Manmu‘:znnfuo be it

“ Resolved, That there can exist ng real hos-
tility to Roman Catholicism which does not em-
brace slar::?, its natural co-worker in opyosi-
tion to freedom snd republican institutions.”

The State council of Know-nothings beld at
Sehenectady adopted the followiug resolutions:

“ Resolved, That slavery, like Papacy, is &
moral, social and political evil—at variance
with the spirit of our republican institutions,
and repugnant to the principles of freemen;
that it is our duty to resist its extension, and
that we cannot, as Americans, consent to the
admission to the Union of any new State whose
constitution recognizes human bondage.”

On the 18th ultimo the members of the so-
called Americard party met in caucps, “for the
purpose of consulting upon the queglion of
United States Senator.” The follofifng ex-
tracts from the proceedings are taken from the
Boston Telegraph:

Mr. Prince, of Essex, “spoke strongly in fa-
vor of Geperal Wilson's er.:tion, and depre-
eul.url any yielding to the South upon the ques-
tion.”

“Mr, Williams, born in Virginia, nursed by
a slave, and had slaveholding relatives, was
formerly a slavery man, but the fugitive
slave b_ﬁ’lln the Nebraska bill had wrooght
an alteration in him, *‘What we want in
South is to raide up the poor white man there,
and not to play in the hands of the slave-
holders.'" _

Mr. Warren, of Suffolk, “agreed with General
Wilson on slavery; if we put up an anti-Nebras.
ka man General Wilson will withdvaw; if not,
he will remain in the field and getall the votes
he can.” -

Jonathan Pi the head of the order of
Know-nothings, s mext. “It had been said
that this free soil movement would eat us upy I
doubt it, for we are ull soilers."

J. Q. A. Griffin, of Charlestown. “There was
as much need of the American party before last

ear as during that year, If 1t had not been
¥ur the passage of that infamous Nebraska bill,
and the utter meanness of Pierce’s national
administration, the revolution would not have
speedily take place, though it might have come
in time. He wanted a man right on this ques-
tion—the one now prominonl—éﬂuery’ worthy
to stand by the side of Charles Sumner.”

Senator Pillsbury, of Hampden, said: “No
man from his section could have come here if
_be had been only an American. It was because
the party was anti-flllm!, as well as American,
that it bas got the majority."”

The Abolition Know-nothing Lecturer, Con-
gressman Burlingame, (we copy the report of
the Boston ZTelegraph,) was received with
bearty applause :

“He commenced by saying that in speaking
for freedom he should not be choice in the
:lelection g terms b m ”‘tiu chamcéeri;e

very. us, and the
time had mﬂ an outraged -people to ex-
press their sentiments in language not to be
misunderstood.

“Mr. B. ascribed the origin of slavery to
Pope Martin V, who issued a bull sanctioning

can slavery. Itwas also sanctioned by sev-
eral of his successors. It was brought to this
country under the cross and in the garb of
humanity ; but it was never sanctioned here
by positive law."”

He further said :

“ He was encouraged by the vecent elections
in the North, AXD HE DEFENDED THE ' NEW
MOVEMENT,) WHICH FIE SAID WAS BORN oF Prrr-
TAN BLOOD AND WAS AGAINST DESPOTISM OF
ALL K1¥D8. THIS ¥EW PARTY SHOULD BE
JUDGED, LIKE OTHERS, BY I1TS FRUITS. Jf had
elected a champion of freedom, to the Uniled
States Senate for four years, to fill the place
of a man who was false to , and not
true {o slavery, For himself he could say that
50 long aglife dwelt in his bosom, so long would
' he fight for liberty, and Iflinlt slavery. In con-
clusion, he expressed the hope that soon the
time might come when the sun should not rise
on & mester nor set on a slave,”

“This is the party and these are the men we
fightagainst. Are we right ?"

We commend the above to the attention of
the Southern Whigs. They quit the Northern
Whigs on account of their abolition senti-
ments. For the same reasons they ought now
to ebandon ‘their Know-nothing allies of the
North.

We read, with much attention, both the Rich-
mond Wiig and the Petersburg Infelligencer.
We cannot doabt that they read with the same
care the newspapers from the North. If they
do, they cannot have failed to learn what is go-
ing on at the North, They cannot be igno-
rant that the Know-nothings are abolitionized.
1f s0, why do they cling to them, after, for the
same reason, abandoning the Northern Whigs ?
We have scen much in the Richmond Whig
written o prove that the Know-nothings of New
York did not elect Senator Seward. But wa
have seen in it nothing in condemnation of the
Massachusetts Know-nothings for electing Gen-
eral Wilson, who endorsed “every wogd"” of
Mr. Burlingame's abolition lecture. We have
much respect for the ability and sincerity of
both the Whig and the Intelligencer, and we
feel solicitous to know what they think of North-
ern Know-nothingism as illustrated by the elec.
tion of an Abolitionist because he was an Abo-
litionist. We feel solicitous to know what they
think of the resolutions of Northern Know-
nothing meetings which we have published
above. We modestly think that it is their daty
to tell theit readers in the South what they think
of these things, If they shall cut themselves
off from the Northern Know-nothings, as they
did from the Northern Whigs (and the * order”
is mainly, if not altogether.a Whig organiza-
tion) then it censes to be a national party. If
such be the case why should it be sustained ?
A local politionl party is a supreme folly. Weo
hope that the Whigs of Virginia will not com-
it such a folly.

lowna.—The Lqio!.?n‘:n of lows adjourned oqy
the 2ith ultimu. They passed a law submitting
the question of & constitutions! sonvention 1o the
people; & prohibitory liquer law was alsg passed,
which is likewise to be submied 10 the pyy)q,
e. P. Moriarty, esq, of the Jackson Cowa,
Press, was chosen State printer for tlie next two

‘Itl Temple.~The Mormon Temple he-
gun at Salt Lake City, will be much ll.l':’l' than

the temple built by the Mormons at Nanvoo. It

ill require ten years to complete will cost
:«mntlﬁun{fm i




